We present a new three-player game in which a proposer makes a suggestion on how to split $10 with a passive responder. The offer is accepted or rejected depending on the strategy profile of a neutral third-party whose payoffs are independent from her decisions. If the offer is accepted the split takes place as suggested, if rejected, then both proposer and responder get $0. This design allows us to study the social preferences of decision-makers free of any strategic or monetary concerns. The results show that neutral decision-makers are mainly concerned with inequality, and not so much with the (selfish) intentions of the proposer. This result is robust to the introduction of two variations to the original game, which include a monetary cost for the decision-maker in case the offer ends up in a rejection, or letting a computer replace the proposer to randomly make the splitting suggestion between proposer and responder.
Three-player games are not new to the bargaining literature; in Knez and Camerer (1995) , a proposer makes a simultaneous offer to two independent responders who can accept or reject proposals conditional on the offer made to the other receiver. The results show that responders are not willing to get offered less than their counterpart. In Güth and van Damme (1998) , a proposer splits the pie with a decision-maker and a passive "dummy" player who plays no role in the game; if the offer is accepted, the split goes as suggested, if rejected, everyone receives zero. The result is that both proposer and responder end up ignoring the presence of the dummy player and split the pie between themselves. Kagel and Wolfe (2001) consider a setup identical to Güth and van Damme (1998) except that now, if the offer is rejected, the dummy player gets a consolation prize. The result is again that decision-makers ignore dummy players when making decisions. In McDonald et al. (2013) , most responders ignore the dummy player when it receives a low payment, but not when it is high.
Closer to our three player design, Croson and Konow (2009) show that neutral third parties are more (less) willing to reward (punish) generosity (selfishness), than players that are directly involved in the game. In Aguiar et al. (2013) impartial spectators pick fairer distributions than "veiled" stakeholders or involved spectators. Cappelen et al. (2013) show that neutral spectators distinguish the source of inequality when allocating final payoffs. Chavez and Bicchieri (2013) study how third parties prefer to punish norm violators in a three-player game, showing that positive actions (compensating, rewarding) are preferred to negative ones. More interesting for us, they also show that third parties avoid creating any inequality between players when rewarding proposers.
Finally, Fehr and Fischbacher (2004) design a variation of the dictator game where a proposer offers an amount to a receiver, while a neutral third party can impose a costly punishment on the dictator. The results show that third-party punishment is aimed to punish norm violators (i.e. selfish dictators) and not necessarily based on payoff differences among players. On the other hand Leibbrandt and Lopez-Perez (2008) use a within-subject analysis which shows that second and third-party punishment is driven by payoff differences rather than by the intentions of the proposer. Additionally, they also report that second and third-party punishment is not significantly different in intensity, a results which contrasts with Fehr and Fischbacher (2004) who report second-parties spending much more than third-parties to punish unfair dictators. Falk et al. (2008) suggest that while inequality has some effect on punishment by third parties, 3 intentions of the proposer are the main reason behind most punitive actions. Our results are closer to Leibbrandt and Lopez-Perez (2008) as we observe a significant number of generous offers being rejected, something which to our knowledge is the first time to be reported in a laboratory setup. 2
Experimental Design
The experiment was run with a total of 282 undergraduates from both Universitat Pompeu Fabra (UPF) in Barcelona, and the University of California Santa Cruz (UCSC) in Santa Cruz.
Each session had 3 rounds and lasted on average 30 minutes. The mean earnings at UCSC were of $4.5 and at UPF of e 4.35 plus a show-up fee ($5 and e 3) 3 that was announced only at the end of the experiment. 4 Subjects were recruited through the ORSEE systems of each university (Greiner (2004) ), and were required not to have any previous experience in bargaining games.
In total 17 sessions were run, UCSC sessions had 12 subjects and UPF sessions 18 subjects. 5
As subjects arrived to the lab, they were seated randomly in front of a terminal and the initial instructions were read aloud. In these instructions we announced that:
1. The experiment had three rounds and instructions for each round would be read immediately before each round started. 6 2. Each subject would be assigned a player type (A, B or C) which they would keep through the experiment.
3. Each round, subjects would be randomly assigned to a different group of three players (one of each type).
2 All previous reports of it were in field experiments with subjects either from rural old Soviet Union regions (Bahry and Wilson (2006) ) or in small-scale societies in New Guinea (Henrich et al. (2001) ). Furthermore, these previous results had always been two-player games, and considered anomalies. For example, Bahry and Wilson (2006) dismiss rejections of generous offers as a result of Soviet education, while Henrich et al. (2001) hypothesize that these rejections could be the result of a gift-giving culture, in which accepting large gifts establishes the receiver as a subordinate. Güth and van Damme (1998) also mention a small number of generous offers being rejected.
3 From now on, we will use the dollar sign to include both euros and dollars.
4 While most subjects are aware of the rule of a "show-up fee" not announcing it until the end of the experiment adds pressure to the decision-makers would their decisions result in a rejection.
5 Except 3 sessions that had 9 subjects at UCSC and 2 sessions that had 12 subjects at UPF 6 In this way we ensure the first round is completely independent, and reduces spillover across rounds. 4 4. Only one of the rounds, randomly chosen by the computer, would be chosen for the final payoffs.
5.
No feedback on other subject's choices or payoffs would be given before the end of the session. 7
Details on ordering and number of observations for each session can be found in Appendix A. A time-line of the experiment is shown in Table 1 . 8 Table 1 : Steps of the experiment.
Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4 Step 5
Step 6 Step 7
Step 8 
Baseline
In the baseline design A players are assigned the role of proposer and have to make a suggestion on how to split $10 with player C who is a "bystanders" and has no active role in the game.
In the meantime (and without knowing the proposal made by A) B players are assigned the role of decision-makers and have to fill in a strategy profile accepting or rejecting all potential offers from A to C (screen-shot in Figure 1 ). If the offer is accepted, the split goes as suggested by A; if rejected, then both A and C get $0 for the round. B player payoffs will be treatment variables and are:
• Low Payoff (L): B gets paid $3 for her decisions, whatever the outcome of the game.
• Normal Payoff (N): B gets paid $5 for her decisions, whatever the outcome of the game.
• High Payoff (H): B gets paid $12 for her decisions, whatever the outcome of the game. Treatments L, H, and N allow us to test whether or not decision-makers take into account their relative payoff when making their decision. If no differences can be observed across treatments, then it will mean that we are observing the revealed preferences of a subject who has truly no strategic or monetary concerns in the game; what Fehr and Fischbacher (2004) call "truly normative standards of behavior".
Robustness tests
Robustness tests are introduced to see how strong our initial results are. To do so we modify the Baseline design for treatments H and L, while keeping N as our benchmark.
Costly Rejection The game is identical to the Baseline treatment, except that if the game ends in a rejection, then the decision-maker is penalized with the subtraction of $1 from her payoff for this round. The treatments for the Costly Rejection sessions are therefore:
• Low Payoff (L-1) : B gets paid $3 if A's offer is accepted and $2 if rejected.
• High Payoff (H-1) : B gets paid $12 if A's offer is accepted and $11 if rejected.
The goal of this robustness test is twofold. On the one hand it is designed to put downward pressure on decision-makers and see how committed they are to rejecting offers. On the other, it is helpful to see what type of concerns are more "fragile" to the introduction of this cost;
if selfish intentions play a stronger(weaker) role than concerns for equality, then we should observe how the acceptance rate of selfish offers decreases(increases) with respect to those of generous offers.
Computer In this case we follow a setup similar to that of Blount (1995) with the splitting suggestion being made (randomly) by a computer. 9 If the offer is accepted, then the split takes place as suggested by the machine, if rejected, then both A and C get $0. 10 The treatments in this case are:
• Low Payoff (LowC): B gets paid $3 whatever the outcome of the game.
• High Payoff (HighC): B gets paid $12 whatever the outcome of the game.
Because there are no intentions ingrained in the offers, this is a good benchmark to which compare the Baseline results. If we see (no) significant differences, then it means that intentions are (un)important for decision-makers.
2UG
Finally, in all sessions, one of the rounds will be a 2UG game. This is a regular ultimatum game but keeping the 3-player group structure. In it, A makes two independent suggestions on how to split $10; one to B, the other to C. As in the baseline, we use the strategy method to elicit B and C's preferences over the offers made to them. If B (C) rejects the offer that A made to him, then B (C) gets $0 for the round. If, instead B (C) accepts the offer, then the split goes as suggested. A's payoff is randomly chosen from one of the two different outcomes.
If the selected game turns out to be a rejection, then A gets $0 for the round, if accepted, then A gets her part of the proposal. The purpose of randomizing A's payoffs is to prevent portfolio effects and to make payoffs fair across all subject types.
The 2UG game is introduced in our sessions for three reasons. The first one is to create a "break" between our treatments of interest and so be able to recreate a "first-shot" scenario in the third round of the session. Secondly we use the 2UG as a control, to verify whether or 9 The computer follows a uniform distribution that spans the whole offer space.
10 Note that A and C are still (human) subjects getting a payoff that depends on the decisions made by B and the random split suggested by the computer. not our subjects understand the strategy method interface. Finally, and very important for our results, the 2UG game shows that decision-makers take seriously the possibility of generous offers when filling out their strategy profile.
Theoretical Predictions
We will use Fehr and Schmidt (1999) (FS, henceforth) and Ockenfels and Bolton (2000) (BO, henceforth) to make some theoretical predictions for our games. We pick these two models as they are perhaps the simplest and most known in the literature.
Recall that both models build a utility function around the pecuniary payment of the decision-maker, and then compare its relative standing with respect to all other participant's payoffs. Perhaps the most important difference across both models is that in BO the decisionmaker compares her pecuniary payoff to the average payoff across all group members, while in FS this payment is compared individually to every other payoff. Additionally, in FS the decision-maker distinguishes between advantageous and disadvantageous inequality, while in BO the decision-maker does not distinguish if inequality is in her favor or not. From these models we get the following 3 hypotheses (see Appendix B for a formal definition of both models and proofs) 11
Hypothesis 1: In the High treatment, under both BO and FS decision-makers should always accept all offers. This also applies to the Computer (HighC) and Costly Rejection (H-1) treatments.
Hypothesis 2: In the Normal treatment, under BO, decision-makers should never reject any offers. Under FS decision-makers should always accept the even split, but is ambiguous for the rest of cases.
Hypothesis 3: In the Low treatment, the predictions of BO are ambiguous. FS predicts rejections of offers ((10, 0), (0, 10)) and ((9, 1), (1, 9) ), in the LowC and Low treatment, but is ambiguous for L-1 case. For all other offers FS is ambiguous for for Low, L-1, and LowC.
We begin the analysis of our data by looking at the baseline treatments in section 4.1, and the robustness tests in section 4.2. The 2UG outcomes can be found in Appendix C. In it we show that our sample is not different from that of the usual ultimatum-game experiment, and that subjects understand the instructions and interface.
Baseline
Figure 2 presents the percentage of acceptances for each potential offer. From top to bottom we see the acceptances rates for treatment N, the comparison between H and N, the comparison between L and N, and finally that between H and L. As it is evident from the plots, none of the predictions made in section 3.4 are fulfilled. This could be because neither BO nor FS include intentions in their models, or because in our game setup decision-makers do not take their pecuniary payoff as a reference point invalidating these models.
In fact, when looking at Figure 2 two things immediately stand out. The first one is that there is a significant number of generous offers being rejected. The second one is that all treatments look very much alike, despite the big payoff differences. Indeed, a two-sided Fisher test comparing the number of accepted offers for each potential offer finds no statistical differences across treatments (Table 2) . 12 This is confirmed by a within subject Wilcoxon matched-pairs signed-rank test comparing acceptances for treatments N and L, and N and H (p-value = 0.375 and p-value = 0.161 respectively). 13 Comparing the shape of the whole distribution using a pairwise Epps-Singleton test we see no statistical differences between High and Low (p-value=0.600), High and Normal (p-value=0.579), or Low and Normal (p-value=0.999). Doing the same analysis only for first round choices, to avoid any concerns over dependency of 12 Notice that even if Fisher's exact test is one of the most powerful tests for 2x2 contingency tables, in our case the power is very low due to the very small differences across treatments. So for example, using the package Exact we get a power of 28% when comparing L to N for the even split case, and of 38% when comparing H to L for the case in which the proposer offers $2 (and keeps $8). Getting enough power (say, around 85%) for the first (second) case would mean having 150 (85) observations of each treatment, which means 450 (255) subjects per treatment, an unattainable number. To overcome this problem, we complement our analysis with other statistical tests and analysis, in order to confirm the results we get from Fisher tests. 13 It is worth mentioning that the result of the Wilcoxon test becomes somewhat significant when comparing L and H (p-value = 0.0825). This is probably due to the fact that the number of subjects participating in both treatments at the same time is extremely low (n = 4). See Appendix D for a lengthier discussion on this question. 9 the data, we get the same results results. 14 So not only are the rejection patterns similar, but subject preferences are robust to large changes in payoffs. 
$10 L=H 1.000 0.775 0.596 1.000 1.000 0.141 0.550 1.000 1.000 0.810 1.000 H=N 0.355 0.280 0.202 0.808 0.604 0.250 0.759 0.792 0.226 0.469 0.636 L=H 0.329 0.227 0.089* 0.789 0.768 1.000 1.000 0.768 0.269 0.412 0.787 * p < 0.10, * * p < 0.05, * * * p < 0.01
• Result 1: In the Baseline setup we observe no statistical differences in rejection patterns across treatments. This indicates that decision-makers ignore their payoffs and relative standing in the game when making choices.
To to check whether or not intentions play a role in the decisions of B subjects we define "absolute inequality" as the absolute value of the difference between A and C's payoff, and categorize all offers to the left of $5 (the "selfish" offers) as belonging to the Left-Hand-Tail (LHT), and all offers to the right of $5 (the "generous" offers) as belonging to the Right-Hand-Tail (RHT). We then run a probit model with the binary accept/reject outcome as dependent variable, and dummies for order (First), treatment (High, Low), location (Where), and distance to the fair split. The coding for the distance dummies includes the distance to the even split and the tail they are in. So, for example, Dist3l is the dummy for the $2 offer (which is 3 dollars to the left of $5) and Dist2r is the dummy for an offer of $7 (which is 2 dollars to the right of $5). The results can be found in Table 3 where Column 3 has the full specification of the probit model, and column 4 includes the interactions between treatment and distance (See Appendix E for the interactions). 15 The results show that the dummies for distance are not only negative and highly significant, but that their coefficients follow an (almost) perfectly monotonic pattern. The further away an offer is from $5 the lower the probability of being accepted.
• Result 2: The greater the absolute inequality the lower the probability of the proposal being accepted.
However, in Figure 2 we see that the rejection patterns are not perfectly symmetric around the fair split. For the same amount of absolute inequality, a generous offer is more likely to be accepted than a selfish one (Two-sided Fisher test in Appendix F).
• Result 3: In the baseline treatments, decision-makers are less willing to tolerate inequality when it is the result of a selfish offer. (1) Accept (2) Accept (3) Accept (4) 
Robustness Tests

Costly-Rejection
In Figure 3 we present the results of the costly-rejection treatments and compare them to their baseline counterparts; H-1 and H in the top panel, and L-1 and L in the middle, and H-1 and L-1 in the lower one.
As in the Baseline treatments, both selfish and generous offers continue to be rejected in all costly treatments. But more surprising is that H-1 and L-1 look almost identical. A Twosided Fisher test finds no differences across individual offer acceptance rates (Appendix F), nor does an Epps-Singleton test find any differences when comparing the whole distribution (p-value=0.907). 16 Moreover, when comparing the acceptances within subject using a Wilcoxon matched pairs sign-rank test we see no differences at the subject level (p-value = 0.617). So, even when the relative costs of rejecting offers are wide apart, decision-makers behave in a similar manner under both costly treatments. • Result 4: Even with widely different relative rejection costs, there is no significant difference across treatments in the Costly-Rejection setup.
On the other hand, we do see some differences when comparing the Costly Rejection treatments and their Baseline counterparts. These differences arise mostly in the LHT as more selfish offers are being accepted once a cost to rejecting is introduced, while rejection rates of generous offers seem to be mostly unaltered (see Table 4 for a one sided Fisher test). 16 An identical result happens when we use only first round data points (p-value=0.969). In this case we have 11 subjects playing H-1 in the first round and 16 subjects playing L-1 $10 L = L-1 0.01 * * 0.01 * * 0.01 * * 0.01 * * 0.05 * 0.37 0.16 0.30 0.09 * 0.09 * 0.33 H = H-1 0.07 * 0.08 * 0.20 0.08 * 0.25 0.17 0.23 0.14 0.37 0.27 0.06 * * p < 0.10, * * p < 0.05, * * * p < 0.01
It appears that introducing a cost to rejecting offers wipes out the concerns of decisionmakers for "intentions", while maintaining their concerns for inequality. A two-sided Fishertest confirms the symmetry in the distributions of acceptance rates in both costly treatments (see Table 5 ). • Result 5: The introduction of a cost to rejecting offers wipes out the role of intentions in the acceptance pattern of decision-makers, leaving the inequality between proposer and responder as the only reason to reject an offer. So, while Result 3 shows that intentions are somewhat important to decision-makers, it is clear from our robustness tests that feelings about inequality are much stronger than those for intentions. Finally, to offer an overall picture of the whole experiment and its different treatments, Table   7 presents a Probit model comparing N to the high and low payoff treatments of each experimental setup (Baseline, Costly Rejection, and Computer). The results show that treatments are not really significant, but that, in all cases,the distance from the fair split is highly significant, and the probability of acceptance decreases as absolute inequality increases. All models includes interactions between treatment and absolute distance, with no systematic significant results (see Appendix G). (2008) show that subjects respond more to outcomes than to intentions.
Computer Treatment
Our contribution to this literature is to design a game in which we can observe the "true"
preferences of a neutral third-party as they are stripped of any strategic or monetary concerns by paying decision-makers a fixed amount whatever their decision. Such a game allows us to avoid the confound of previous studies where strategic concerns might have interfered with the decision-maker's social preferences, what Croson and Konow (2009) call "moral biases".
Additionally we run two robustness tests that put to further scrutiny our results. In the first robustness test decision-makers pay one a certain penalty whenever the game ends in a rejection. In the second, the offers are made randomly by a computer.
Our basic result is that neutral decision-makers are mainly concerned with reducing inequality between proposer and responder, while showing little concern for the (selfish) intentions of proposers. This result can be observed in Figure 2 which plots the rates of acceptance for each potential offer of the proposer to the responder. The resulting shape is an (asymmetric) "inverted-U" shape, as both selfish and generous offers are rejected, but for the same amount of "absolute inequality" selfish offers are more likely to be rejected than generous one. On the other hand, the introduction of a cost to rejecting offers brings down the rejection rates of selfish offers, while maintaining those of generous offers. This points towards intentions being weaker to the introduction of this robustness test than inequality aversion is. Further, we cannot find statistical differences in acceptance rates when the offer is made by a human subject of when it is (randomly) made by a computer.
All in all, our results lead us to conclude that for truly neutral decision-makers inequality aversion is the main driver behind their decisions, with the role of intentions being less important than suggested by some of the recent literature.
Appendix:
Appendix A: Details on session structure
The treatment ordering for each session as well as the total number of subjects per session in In Table 9 we present the total number of actual decision-maker observations for each treatment: 
Appendix B: Proofs
The model presented by Ockenfels and Bolton (2000) has a utility function that can be defined as:
A central argument of BO is that holding the pecuniary payment fixed, then the motivation function (γ i (.)) is strictly concave in the relative argument, with a maximum around the point in which the decision-makers share is equal to the average share (Assumption 3 in BO).
In Fehr and Schmidt (1999) , the authors define subject's i utility function as:
The first value is the pecuniary payment, while the second is the disutility resulting from "disadvantageous inequality" where σ i is the weight subject i gives to this inequality. The third term of the equation is the disutility resulting from the "advantageous inequality" weighted by the importance subject i gives to it (β i ). For the following hypotheses and proofs we will assume that β i > 0 or the model becomes trivial, with decision-makers being indifferent in all cases except for the Costly-Rejection treatments in which case they would always accept all offers.
Proof Hypothesis 1: Because payoffs are fixed whatever the outcome, our only concern is the relative argument.
For Bo: in the High and HighC treatments if the offer is accepted the decision-maker gets γ i 12, 12 22 and if rejected γ i (12, 1). By assumption 3, γ i (.) is strictly concave so for any value to the right of the maximum γ i2 < 0 and therefore γ i 12, 12 22 > γ i (12, 1) . For the H-1 case, the same logic applies but with payoffs γ i 12, 12 22 > γ i (11, 1)
For FS: rejecting in the High and HighC treatments result in U i (x) = 12 − 12β i and accepting always U i (x) = 12 − 7β i . Because U i (x) = 12 − 7β i > U i (x) = 12 − 12β i , individual i will always accept all offers from A to C. In the H-1 treatment rejecting results in U i (x) = 11 − 11β i and accepting always U i (x) = 12 − 7β i , so individual i will always accept all offers from A to C. For Bo: in the Normal treatment, if the offer is accepted the decision-maker gets γ i 5, 5 15 and if rejected γ i (5, 1). By assumption 3 the maximum is unique and is at γ i 5, 5 15 , therefore the decision-maker would never reject in this treatment.
For FS: Rejecting in the Normal treatment means U i (x) = 5 − 5β i while accepting the even split results in U i (x) = 5. Given that we assumed β i > 0 accepting the offer dominates. For any other offer the utility of accepting ranges from a maximum of U i (x) = 5 − 1 2 (σ i + β i ) for offers (6, 4) or (4, 6) to a minimum of U i (x) = 5 − 5 2 (σ i + β i ) for offers (10, 0) or (0, 10). With all other offers having values between these two extreme cases. This means that if σ i ≥ 9β i , then rejecting 22 all offers (except the even split) weakly dominates accepting them. While if σ i = β i , accepting all offers weakly dominates rejecting them (recall that σ i ≥ β i by assumption).
Proof Hypothesis 3: Because payoffs are fixed whatever the outcome, we only care about the relative argument.
For Bo: For the Low treatment, if the offer is accepted the decision-maker gets γ i 3, 3 13 and if rejected γ i (3, 1). Because the former is on the left hand side of the maximum, and the latter on the right, we cannot say anything without imposing a functional form to γ i (.). This proof extends to the Computer and Costly Rejection case.
For FS: We need to break the proof in four parts. The first three proofs apply to the Low and LowC treatments, while the latter is exclusive for the L-1 case.
(a) Rejecting in the Low treatment means U i (x) = 3 − 3β i while accepting offers ((10, 0), (0, 10)) or ((9, 1), (1, 9) 
so rejecting these offers is always a better option.
(b) Accepting offers ((8, 2), (2, 8)) results in U i (x) = 3 − 5 2 σ i − 1 2 β i , in which case individual i will be indifferent between rejecting or not when σ i = β i , and reject for all other cases (recall that σ i ≥ β i by assumption).
(c) Accepting offers when the difference between proposer and responder is smaller or equal to $4 results in U i (x) = 3 − 2σ i . Which means that if α i = 3 2 β i the decision-maker is indifferent between accepting or rejecting, when α i > 3 2 β i the decision-maker will always reject, and when α i < 3 2 β i she will always accept these offers.
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(d) Rejecting any offer in the L-1 always results in U i (x) = 2 − 2β i . On the other hand, accepting any split in which the difference between the proposer and responder is smaller or equal to $4 results in U i (x) = 3 − 2σ i . The decisionmaker will thus be indifferent when σ i = 1 2 + β i , will reject these offers when σ i > 1 2 + β i and accept them when σ i < 1 2 + β i . Because accepting any other offer where the payoff between proposer and responder > 4 always will result in a lower utility, then for L-1 if σ i > 1 2 + β i , all offers will be rejected. On the other hand, if offers ((0, 10), (10, 0)) are accepted U i (x) = 3 − 7 2 σ i − 3 2 β i in which case the decision-maker will be indifferent when 7σ i = 2 + β i , will reject these offers when 7σ i > 2 + β i and accept them when 7σ i > 2 + β i . Because all other offers have a strictly higher utility for the decision-maker, then it follows that in the treatment L-1 if 7σ i < 2 + β i , then all offers will be accepted.
Appendix C: 2UG Results
We summarize all of B subject's observations in Figure 5 . In it we present the percentage of decision-makers accepting each potential offer from A to C (e.g. almost 60% of B subjects accept a hypothetical offer of $3 while only 30% accept one of 1). The acceptance results are slightly higher than those reported in the literature (see Camerer and Thaler (1995) ), but still within the range of what would be expected. The average offer was of $3.59, which is also what would be expected in an experiment like this. These results validate both our subject pool and the software interface, but most importantly, they show that decision-makers act consistently when deciding about hyper-generous offers (i.e., subjects do not randomize or "experiment" within this range of offers). 18 We take this as an indication that decision-makers take seriously the possibility of a generous offer. This unfortunately pollutes the ordering effects for the H treatments as a 2 tailed Fisher Test comparing first round treatments against other rounds in the experiment shows. 1.000 1.000 0.090* 0.621 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 H 0.091* 0.030** 0.010** 0.165 0.238 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 0.136 0.060* L 0.574 1.000 0.352 0.687 0.407 1.000 1.000 1.000 0.435 1.000 0.435 L-1 1.000 0.448 0.692 1.000 0.056* 0.549 0.549 1.000 0.662 0.662 0.448 * p < 0.10, * * p < 0.05, * * * p < 0.01
While most treatments have no ordering effects, the LHT of the H treatment seems to be significantly affected by ordering. If we look at Graph 6, we can see that while last round pattern of acceptances does look like those in the rest of treatments, first round H acceptances looks pretty random. As mentioned, we believe that this is due to the low number of observations of H in the first round, and that if we had more observations we would see no ordering effects. Table 3 (1) Accept (2) Accept (3) Accept (4) 0.048 * * 0.011 * * 0.006 * * * 0.001 * * * 0.0000 * * * * p < 0.10, * * p < 0.05, * * * p < 0.01
Two-Sided Fisher test comparing treatments for the Costly Rejection setup. 
Appendix H: Instructions L2H
Welcome! This is an economics experiment. You will be a player in many periods of an interactive decision-making game. If you pay close attention to these instructions, you can earn a significant sum of money. It will be paid to you in cash at the end of the last period. It is important that you remain silent and do not look at other people's work. If you have any questions, or need assistance of any kind, please raise your hand and we will come to you. If you talk, laugh, exclaim out loud, etc., you will be asked to leave and you will not be paid. We expect and appreciate your cooperation today.
This experiment has three different rounds. Before each round the specific rules and how you will earn money will be explained to you. In each round there will always be three types of players: A, B and C. You will be assigned to a type in Round 1 and will remain this type across all three rounds. Only one of the three rounds will be used for the final payoffs. This round is chosen randomly by the computer. The outcomes of each round are not made public until the end of the session (i.e. after round 3). Each round the groups are scrambled so you will never make offers or decide for the same player in two different rounds.
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Round 1:
The first thing that you will see on your screen is your player type.
You will then be assigned to a group consisting of three players: an A type, B type and C type.
Player A will be endowed with $10 which he will split with player C. In order to do so Player A will have to input the amount he is willing to offer Player C. Player A will only be able to make integer offers (full dollars), so A will not be able to break its offer into cents.
While player A is deciding how much to offer player C, player B will be filling out a binding "strategy profile". The strategy profile has an "accept or reject" button for each potential offer from A to C (from $0 to $10). Player B's binding decision to accept or reject A's offers to C will be done before he knows the actual offer made by A.
A's decision: How to split an endowment of $10 with Player C by making him an offer between $0 and $10. If the offer is of $X, A will be keeping for himself 10-X.
B's decision: Before knowing the offer from A to C, B will fill a binding "strategy profile" deciding whether he accepts or rejects every potential offer from A to C. This decision is made without knowing the offer from A to C. It is very important for A to realize that he is going to write the amount he wants to offer C and not how much he wants to keep.
Payoff for Round 1:
If B accepts the offer from A to C, then they split the $10 as suggested by A.
If B rejects the offer from A to C, then both (A and C) get $0. B will get paid $3 no matter what is the outcome.
Timing and Payoffs: 31 1. B fills a strategy profile with all potential offers from A to C. As mentioned at the beginning of the experiment you will keep your player type across the whole session. So A players are still A, B are B and C are C.
A decides how much to offer C (say X)
In this round type A players will be endowed with $20 and will have to make TWO offers:
1. How to split $10 with player B.
2. How to split $10 with player C.
As in Round 1 a binding "strategy profile" will be filled by B and C players before they know the offer made to them.
It is very important to notice that B and C players are making decisions concerning their own payoffs.
A's decision: How to split $10 with B and how to split $10 with A.
Each offer is independent. So the outcome of the offer to B has no effect on the outcome of the offer to C.
Payoffs for A will be as in Round 1 (if he offers X and the offer is accepted he gets $10-X, if the offer is rejected both him and the rejecting player get 0). B and C players will get paid X or 0 depending if the accepted or rejected the offer made directly to them.
In order to make payoffs equitable for this round, A's payoff for this round will be chosen at random between one of the two outcomes (offer to B and offer to C). B and C's decision:
Before knowing the offer made to them by Player A, B and C will fill a binding "strategy profile" deciding if they accept or reject every potential offer made directly to them.
If the offer from A is accepted, then the split is done as proposed by A. If the offer is rejected both the receiver and A get $0 as the outcome for this round.
Timing and Payoff for Round 2:
1. Each receiver fills a strategy profile with all potential offers that A could make them.
A decides how much to offer C and B (say X)
3. Payoffs for B and C will be the outcome of their particular game with A. 4. To make outcomes equitable, the computer will choose randomly one of the two outcomes to be A's payoff for the round.
For each offer made from A to the other members of his group: As mentioned at the beginning of the experiment you will remain your player type across the whole session.
This round is very similar to round 1. You will now be re-scrambled into groups of three subjects (one A, one B and one C subject).
A will be endowed with $10 and must decide how to split them with C.
B's role is exactly the same as that in round 1: Before knowing the offer from A to C, B will fill a "strategy profile" deciding whether he accepts or rejects every potential offer from A to C.
If the offer from A to C is accepted by B, then the split is done as proposed by A. If B rejects the offer, then both A and C receive $0 for this round.
B's payoff in this round is a flat $12 fee, whatever his decision and outcome of the round.
So, the only change between Round 1 and Round 3 is that player B, is getting paid a different amount. 
